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Introduction

Qperation Iragi Freedom has found many U.S. Marine Corps
units routinely locating suspected explosives, resulting in an
unsafe situation where the | eadership is unsure what to do.
Unfortunately, depending on whomthe units ask they will be
provi ded a nunber of solutions on how to properly handl e these
situations. These solutions have resulted in a comunity w de
di sagreenent on the m ssion and capabilities of the two nost
identified units to call: Marine Conbat Engineers (CE) and
Expl osi ve Ordnance Di sposal (EOD) Teans. The engi neers say that
handling these situations is within their capabilities and is thus
a mssion that they can support. Conversely ECOD says that dealing
with explosives is solely their realmand that CE are not
authorized or trained to conduct these operations. Marine Corps
doctrine is clear that the CE community is required to conduct |ED
and other nunition clearing operations.

EOD Concerns of CE Conducting Explosive Missions

There are six main thenes or statenents nmade be ECD when
argui ng that the CE should not be conducting clearing operations.
These are: CE are not trained in disposal operations and that only
ECD can di spose of eneny nmunitions, that CE sinply renane itens to
fit into their mssion statenents, that only EOD is trained to
identify nmunitions, that the overwhel m ng nunber of fuse and

munition types is beyond the CE know edge, and finally, that only



ECD can properly identify and safely conduct di sposal operations.
Each of these “reasons” is unfortunately only an opini on based
upon what can only be descri bed as occupational -centrism being so
focused on one’s owmn nmilitary occupation specialty that the
abilities of another are so unknown that a belief becones a fact.
The nost heard EQD argunent is that “Conbat Engi neers are not
trained in ordnance di sposal operations and shoul d not conduct

t hese type nissions.”?

This argunment attenpt to broadcast that
only ECD can handl e expl osives | ocated by operating units. Wile
it is true that engineers are not authorized to conduct expl osive
ordnance di sposal operations, detonating an IED in place is not
consi dered a di sposal operation. This becones an exanple of the
m suse of term nol ogy and operational actions in order to convince
hi gher that the engineers are conducting unauthori zed operati ons.
A di sposal operation has six steps: detection,
identification, on site evaluation, render safe procedures,
recovery, and final disposal. Only EOD is authorized to render
safe a nunition for recovery.? However, engineers can conduct a
cl earing operation, which requires only four step: detection,
identification, on site evaluation, and destruction. While very
simlar, the distinct difference is the render safe procedures and
recovery of the explosive item Wile EOD can render safe,

engi neers can only destroy or clear.® The main concern in this

situation becones identification. |If the engineer cannot



positively identify the item then EOD nust be called.* Wen
respondi ng, EOD “nust render safe any UXO that cannot be destroyed

by detonation.”®

The expl osives that are safe to detonate in place
can therefore be detonated by engi neers.

Anot her m snoner presented by EOD is that only EOD can di spose
of eneny munition caches. According to the EOD ITS, they are
responsi bl e for the destruction of unserviceable nunitions and the
emer gency destruction of nunitions.® This statement has been
distorted to nmean that only they can handl e the destruction of
eneny nuni tion caches. However, nowhere in the ECD I TS does it
state that they are responsible for the destruction of eneny
muni ti on caches. However, conbat engi neers, under their ITS, are
required themto clear routes of m nes, unexpl oded ordnance or
booby traps.’ There still remains the requirement to identify the
munition, and if the engi neer cannot do this than EOD is required
to be call ed.

Engi neers have been accused of sinply “renamng itens to fit
their mssion. For exanple: calling a UXO -- a mne, calling an

”8

| ED -- a booby trapped m ne. While this is possibly true (no
specific evidence was given), it underm nes the intent and shows a
si npl e m sunderstandi ng of the issue. Wile UXOs and m nes are
clearly different, an IED can in fact be a booby trap.® What needs

to be understood is that terns evolve over tine. The concept of

maki ng an expl osive device that can be detonated by renote or



triggered by sone type of disturbance has been around for as | ong
as there have been expl osives, however the termIED is a
relatively new term nade popul ar during the 1990°s when the term
“booby-trap” took on a negative connation. Wat is inportant is
that the term be understood, and that the object be identified.
|f CE are not capable of identifying the explosive material or
device, then the results of detonation cannot be determned. |If
this is the case, EOD nust be called to handle the item

A seem ngly common belief is that only the EOD School properly
trains personnel in ordnance identification. An EOD officer is
guoted with saying, “In order for engineers to becone fluent in
ordnance identification is for themto be properly trained in ORD
| D and the hazards associ ated ordnance in a formal setting. This
is only acconplished at EOD School. Once they conplete the
course, they are no |onger engineers, but EOD Techs.”® This
argunment denonstrates that the EOD comunity does not understand
the formal schooling of conbat engineers. VWile it is
unquestionabl e that the EOD school goes into great detail training
ECD t echnicians on how to identify a vast nunber of ordnance
itens, other mlitary schools do in fact teach the identification
of specific ordnance itens. The Arny and the Marine Engi neer
school s both instruct students on comopn ordnance itens that
engi neers may see used as mnes, |ED, or find as UXO The

di fference between the two is the nunber of itens and detail that



the instruction covers. Wile the EOD school teaches
identification with the end result being the ability to render
safe and di spose, the engi neer schools teach to a | evel of
identification for determning the result of detonation and the
means to destruct. These different |levels of detail are a result
of the follow on actions that can be taken by the associ ated

per sonnel .

Several statenments have been nade that attenpt to present the
nunber of possible nmunition types to which the engineers in OF
may come across as an astronom cal nunber. A statenent nmade in a
May 2004 Marine Corps Gazette article says “How does one go about
making this nost critical determi nation? There are, quite
literally, tens of thousands of different fuses on and in ordnance

"1l \Wiile this is a true statenment, it

itens throughout the world.
sensationalizes the issue. In this case the attenpt is being nade
to say that there is no way engi neers can be ready to handl e the
munitions they locate. 1In reality the chances of com ng across an
exanple of all tens of thousands of fuse types is inpossible
within the OF theater of operations. Wat is being seen is a
cross section, or a fairly set standard in the types of nunition
and associ ated fuses being used. Therefore, the ability to train

engi neers to identify the majority of the munitions and understand

how to clear themis quite probable.



St at enents provided by several EOD officers state that only
EOD has the ability to identify and safely conduct di sposal
operations. While this is a nice assunption, it is clearly
unrealistic. During OF fromlate 2003 to early 2004 “five EQD
technicians [where] killed within the |ast couple of nonths in
Iraq. These were trained EOD technicians, sone having nore than

el even years of experience in the field.”??

This fact proves that
ECD is as susceptible to injury or death as an engi neer working to
clear an IED. The belief that EOD is the only properly trained
MOS is al so hanpered by an incident in earlier 2004 when an
infantry unit (with engineer attachnent) |ocated a | arge rocket in
a war ehouse.
According to Capt Carr, “EOD was call ed, who responded in a
short period of time. The techs could not ID the rocket, so
calls were nmade to their higher. Wen verbal descriptions
didn’t work, photos were taken and sent. After several
hours, no determ nation was nmade as to what the item was.
The EOD techs reported that they had exhausted all neans to
IDthis thing, so they were going to wing it. They
approached the rocket, guessing where they believed the
propel | ant stopped and the renmai nder of the rocket began.
They then took an axe and began to hack away at the side of

the rocket until they exposed the interior.”?!3



The action taken by those EOD techs is obviously not the proper
way to render safe an ordnance itemthat has not been identified.
Counter Argument

The Marine Corps engi neer community has the doctrinal
requi renment to conduct nunition-clearing operations, regardless of
what EOD personnel say. However, doctrine is nothing nore than a
pi ece a paper. Wile the engineers should be able to handl e these
m ssions, their formal training prevents them form conducting
these m ssions safely. USMC engi neers can only be assuned to have
attended t he basic conmbat engi neer course or engineer officer
course. These are three-nonth courses that cover the vast range
of engineer mssions. Less than one nonth is spent on expl osives,
m nes, and counterm ne operations. The exposure to | ED and booby-
traps is |less than one week.!* One week of training does not a
Marine an expert in the clearing of | ED or booby traps.
Conversely, EQOD spends six nonths at their basic course, with the
entire course focused on the safe handling and render safe
procedures to be used on a vast nunber of explosive devices.

Additionally, during the research of this subject a survey
was conducted that presented thirty-four terns relating to
expl osives, clearing and di sposal operations to 43 engi neers of
varying ranks fromprivate first class to captain with the intent
to gain a general idea of the conpetence of the MOS. Only twenty-

five percent accurately defined at three-quarters or nore of the



ternms; only fifty percent accurately defined at |east one half of
the terms. This shows it is inpractical to believe that engineers
can safely handl e these m ssions when engineers of all ranks are
i ncapabl e of identifying the m ssion terns associated. This
informati on al one supports the EOD belief that only they can
safely handle the I1ED threat or destruction of nunitions.
Conclusion

While witten doctrine can disprove every point nade by EQD
techni ci ans that engineers are not capable of safely conducting
| ED and nunition clearing operations, doctrine does not always
equate to actual capability. Until such tine that the engineer
comunity either increases the training spent on expl osives
cl earing procedures, or renoves these requirenents fromtheir
doctrinal mssion, the clearing or disposing of the IED threat,
caches, and UXO should be left to the trained experts in the EQD

comunity.
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